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I hereby irequest leave to file the following Reply Comments after
the deadl!ine for such. All parties who have filed comments are
being provided with a copy of this letter.

INTRODUCTION

This le~ter is to offer a rebuttal to the comments the National
Translatqr Association (NTA) submitted in response to the request
of the Cdmmunity Broadcasters Assoclation (CBA) for a rulemaking.

By way off background, I have been associated with the manufactur­
ing and installation of translators since 1957 and have, I am
sure, a reputation of being a promoter thereof. Since I am a
member off the Board of Directors of NTA, these comments are in
effect ~ dissenting statement, but from a person sympathetic to
the continued well-being of translators.

I have a1so been active in the engineering aspects of "Low Power
Televisi~n", and have assisted translator as well as"LPTV" ap­
plicantsin the selection of channels and engineering parameters
for, or wrepared completely, more than 25 applications in each of
the "LPT\j''' windows that have been opened so far.

We are coming up on the 10th anniversary of the adoption of the



basic LPTV rules and the time when the concept of protected con­
tours and predicted interference ratios were first put to use. It
is too m~ch to expect that the first LPTV rules adopted in March
1982 woul~ be perfect; and it is logical to expect they should be
reviewed after substantial experience has been accumulated. I am
satisfied that a review is timely now. The merits of the issues
raised by CBA need to be examined and debated. The arguments NTA
puts forth are not reasons for refusing a thorough examination,
and, wha~'s more, some of them are not well-grounded in basic
facts.

IDENTIFICATION and CALL SIGNS

NTA suggests advertisers might be misled by call signs that are
of the s~me format as full- service stations:

I have been asked by LPTV station operators to prepare coverage
maps with grade A, B, and principal Clty contours as defined in
Part 73 and I know that it is common for such coverage maps to
be used by LPTV stations for selling advertising, just as they
are by full service stations. Businesses that buy advertising
frequently have the predicted coverage presented to them and
would logically demand it if it were not. Further, they are sen­
sitive to results and any misunderstanding resulting from four or
six let~er call signs would be short-lived. It should be noted
that FM stations whether Class A with limited range or Class C
with ma~imum range have call signs with the same format, ap­
parently without confusing advertisers.

NTA sugg~sts there may be a problem
tification units which generate
national Morse Code":

wlth the
the station

automatic iden­
call in "Inter-

First, a station which was anxious to create an identity and went
to the trouble of obtaining a four or SlX letter call sign would
certainly use video displays of the call sign at the appropriate
intervals. A code generator would not be used.

Second, most if not all, code
beyond the minimum required
sign with three letters and two
six letter call signs.

generators have excess capability
to generate the conventional call
numbers and could handle even the
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CHANGE IN THE NAME OF THE SERVICE

NTA is concerned that a change in the name of the basic service
would cause the translator concept to lose its hard won identity:

I suspect that having a special official name for certain LPTV
stations would be administratively awkward. However, there is no
downside to changing the LPTV Station designation as used in Part
74 Subpart G to "Community Television Station", going beyond the
suggestion of CBA. It is an idea that is certainly worth examin­
i ng in deta i 1 .

Note also that under Part 74,Subpart G of the FCC Rules trans­
lators are a special kind of LPTV station. If the name of the
service were changed, translators would not lose their identity
but would remain as a sub -category under the new name.

POWER INCREASE

NTA is concerned that, if LPTV stations were allowed to use
higher pOlwer, channel availability for translators would be sub­
stantially diminished:

NTA states 1 that it believes CBA is proposing a new service in
which full service television stations would be 'engineered-in'
between stations to which they would cause interference ... ". It
does not appear to me that that is what CBA is proposing. Rather,
I interpret CBA's request to mean that a station that meets cer­
tain programming requirements would be allowed to have a trans­
mitter pOwer greater than the present limit, but subject to meet­
ing the present interference protection requirements.

In my opinion it would be difficult and undesirable to have the
transmitter power limit based upon programming criteria as
proposed by CBA. However, there is no question that some, per­
haps many, LPTV stations would be more viable and the public
would be better served if more power were allowed.

Contrawise, it is also true that the selection of channels for

1. NTA Comments, pg.6, C, line 3.
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future translators could become more difficult in a
tions, but given the ample availability of channels
places where translators serve a useful purpose, the
distances to protected contours or reach of potentially
ing signals is only a limited problem. 2

few loca­
at most

increased
interfer-

A look at the history of translators and LPTV stations is in­
structive. The first UHF translators were limited to 10 watts and
the first VHF translators to 1 watt and even at this power level
there was concern over possible interference problems. Both
limits were soon raised by a factor of ten when experience showed
the lower limit was both inadequate and unnecessary. Sub­
sequently the UHF limits were raised to 1000 watts, again
without significant problems arising.

It would be sensible specifically to examine the implications of
another ten times (10 dB) increase in power, while retaining the
present interference criteria. This would go a long way towards
allowing stations to meet CBA's coverage objective while still
exercising caution with respect to interference and to the
foreclosing of opportunities for future translators.

CONCLUSION

There are benefits to the changes requested by CBA which would
allow LPTV stations to currently serve the public better and
also for them to have greater economic viability and be able to
serve the public better in the long run. However, there is some
potential for undesirable effects from the CBA proposal. The
balance between the benefits and adverse effects is hard to judge
with such information as is available casually. I believe the
changes requested by CBA should not be summarily dismissed based

2. A UHF LPTV station with an HAAT of 600 feet (midrange of typi­
cal values) and an ERP of 100 kW (high end of typical values)
would have



upon speculation, but rather there should be a "Rule Making
Proceeding" to develop the pros and cons of the several com­
ponents of the CSA request.

303-422-0164
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Byron W. st. Clair, do hereby certify that on
November 7, 1991, I mailed copies of the foregoing
Reply Comments of the Community Broadcasting Association,
by postage-paid, first-class United States mail, to the
following:

William K. Rowell
3760 John Young Parkway
Suite 101
Orlando, FL 32804

Hilding Larson
Matrix TV 15
615 Tank Farm Road
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Louis A. Zanoni
Azntech, Inc.
77 Shady Lane
Trenton, NJ 08&19

John Schaller
TV45/Katy Communications
6110 Broadcast Parkway
Rockford, IL 61111

Deepak Viswanath
TV36
11-D Jules Lane
New Brunswick, NJ 08901

Andrew W. Knapp
W28AJ
Paging Associates, Inc.
24 Rockdale Road
West Haven, CT 06516

Paul V. Engle
S. Jersey Television, Inc.
P. O. Box 888
Hammonton, NJ 08037

Sherwin Grossman
Sherjan Broadcasting Co.,
Inc.
4601 Sheridan Street
Hollywood, FL 33021

Christopher T. York
David C. Solomon
C. Joyce Fenstermacher
TVSO, Inc.
5215 Embassy Drive
Corpus Christi, TX 78411

Suzanne Chamberlain
W58AV - Channel 58
16 Agassiz Circle
Buffalo, New York 14214

Lee Dolnick
WCTV, Inc.
332 W. Broadway, Suite 43
P. O. Box 2232
Waukesha, WI 53187-2232

Scott D. Miller
Station W18AN
Lincoln Memorial University
Cumberland Gap Parkway
Harrogate, TN 37752-0901

Frank H. Tyro
Salish Kootenai College
Box 117
Pablo, Montana 59855

A. B. Herman
Port Services Company
6347 N. Marine Drive
Portland, OR 97203



Earl Marlar
W12BU/TV
P. O. Box 121
Heiskell, TN 37754

David C. Huot
Station W18AE
Killington Road
Killington, VT05751

W. S. Conley
C/TEC Corporation
P. O. Box 210046
Dallas, TX 75211

Ronald D. Kniffin
TV37 WAW,
Hometown" Vision, Inc.
184 Monroe Avenue
Rochester, NY 14607

John D. Engelbrecht
S. Central Communications
Corp.
P. O. Box 3848
Evansville, Indiana 47736

Sherwood H. Craig
Channel 17 UHF
P. O. Box 17
Brewer, ME 04412

Michael A. Jett
Northeastern State University
Tahlequah, OK 74464-7098

Jeremy M. Coghlan
AVN, Inc.
2827 Central Avenue
Augusta, GA 30909

J. T. Whitlock
WLBN-WLSK
Radio STation Road
Lebanon, KY 40033
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Ray Karpowicz
WBR-TV
115 Bell Tower Mall
Fort Myers, FL 33907

Richard E. Koenig
Station K11SN-Channel 11
405 Business Loop 70 East
Columbia, MO 65201

Glenn Shoemaker
Channel 17 K17CU
9454 Waples Street
San Diego, CA 92121

Lanny R. Capps
VIP Channel 55
VIP, Inc.
511 W. 19th Street
Jasper, Alabama 35501

J. Rodger Skinner, Jr.
TRA Communiations
Consultants, Inc.
600 W. Hillsboro Blvd.
Suite 27 - 3rd Floor
Deerfield Beach, FL 33441

Kenneth Baker, S.J.
Catholic Views Broadcast,
Inc.
86 Riverside Drive
New York, NY 10024

Robert S. Moore
Home Town TV48
716 N. westwood
Toledo, OH 43607

Lee R. Shoblorn
London Bridge Broadcasting,
2001 Industrial Blvd.
Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403

D. J. Everett
TV43
P. O. Box 4300
Hopkinsville, KY 42240



Saleem Tawil
Global Information
Technologies, Inc.
111 Congress Ave., #2530
Austin, TX 78701

James J. Popham
Association of Independent
Television Stations, Inc.
1200 18th Street, N.W.
Suite 502
Washington, D.C. 20036

Henry L. Baumann
Jack N. Goodman
National Association of
Broadcasters
1771 N Street, N.W.
Washingtqn, D.C. 30046

David A. Post
Channel America Television

Network, Inc.
24 West 57 Street
Suite 804
New York, NY 10019

Darwin Hillberry, President
National Translator Association
Box 628
Riverton, WY 82501

Benjamin Perez
Abacus LPTV Investments
1801 Columbia Road, N.W.
Suite 101
washington, D.C. 20009

Jonathan D. Blake
Gregory D. Schmidt
Covington & Burling
P. O. Box 7566
Washington, D.C. 20044
Attorneys for AMSTV

Joseph P. Benkert
Holme, Roberts & Owen
Suite 4100
1700 Lincoln
Denver, CO 80203
Attorneys for NTA

Pete Tannenwald
Arent Fox Kintner plotkin- & Kahn
1050 Connecticut Ave., NW
washington,/D. C. 20036-5339
Attorneys for CBA
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